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の内部における、さまざまな種類のキリスト教の信念と実践を弁護する



































































































て被治者の生命・自由・財産という「世俗的関心事」（bona civilia, civil interests）──『統治
二論』で言うところの、広義の「所有権」（property）──を侵害する犯罪者を罰することに
























































































































































































































































































































































































に働きかけるだけでなく、「平和の福音」（Evangelium pacis, the Gospel of peace）を伝える者
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える人々の排除
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ENGLISH SUMMARY
Locke on the Absence of Harm and the Scope of Toleration
SHIMOKAWA Kiyoshi
　This paper focuses on one of the arguments which Locke offered to defend the magistrate’s duty of 
toleration, i.e. ‘the harm argument’, and seeks to show that he deployed it to expand what would otherwise 
be a narrow scope of toleration. The harm argument says that the magistrate cannot legitimately use force 
unless one’s opinions or actions harm others. Locke used it to include not only Protestants and Roman 
Catholics, but also Jews, Muslims, and Pagans within the scope of toleration. There are four other 
arguments which commonly receive the attention of commentators, but they actually leave the scope of 
toleration narrow while the harm argument expands it. Locke excluded atheists from toleration, but the 
reason for the exclusion is because he held that they would necessarily harm others. This shows how 
significant the harm argument was for Locke. The paper also critically discusses the influential view, shared 
by many scholars, that Locke excluded Catholics.
　Key Words: Locke, toleration, the harm principle, Catholics, non-Christians
